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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
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RACHELL LYNN RUDOLPH,
Defendant-Appellant.
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NO. 46155-2018
ADA COUNTY NO. CR01-17-27761

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Rachell L. Rudolph pled guilty to possession of a controlled substance, and the district
court sentenced her to seven years, with one and one-half years fixed. Ms. Rudolph appeals. On
appeal, she argues the district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
The State charged Ms. Rudolph with possession of a controlled substance,
methamphetamine. (R., pp.54–55.) Pursuant to a plea agreement, Ms. Rudolph entered an
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Alford1 plea to the charged offense. (R., pp.81, 90–91; Tr. Vol. I,2 p.6, Ls.5–21, p.10, Ls.16–18.)
The State agreed to recommendation probation, with an underlying sentence of seven years, with
two years fixed. (R., p.90; Tr. Vol. I, p.7–11.)
At sentencing, the State asserted it was no longer bound by the plea agreement due to
Ms. Rudolph’s arrest on new charges. (Tr. Vol. II, p.5, Ls.12–19.) Ms. Rudolph’s counsel
agreed. (Tr. Vol. II, p.5, Ls.22–24, p.8, L.25–p.9, L.2.) The State recommended a sentence of
seven years, with two years fixed. (Tr. Vol. II, p.8, Ls.7–11.) Ms. Rudolph requested a period of
retained jurisdiction (“a rider”). (Tr. Vol. II, p.10, L.25–p.11, L.1, p.11, L.18–p.12, L.1.)
Likewise, the presentence investigator recommended a rider. (Presentence Investigation Report
(“PSI”),3 p.17.) The district court sentenced her to seven years, with one and one-half years
fixed. (Tr. Vol. II, p.12, L.20–p.13, L.1.) The district court declined to retain jurisdiction. (See
Tr. Vol. II, p.12, L.16–p.13, L.3.)
Ms. Rudolph timely appealed from the district court’s judgment of conviction.
(R., pp.99–101, 105–07.)

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it sentenced Ms. Rudolph to seven years, with one
and one-half years fixed, for possession of a controlled substance?
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North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970).
There are two transcripts on appeal. The first, cited as Volume I, contains the entry of plea
hearing. The second, cited as Volume II, contains the sentencing hearing,
3
Citations to the PSI refer to the 322-page electronic documents with the confidential exhibits.
2
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Sentenced Ms. Rudolph To Seven Years, With
One And One-Half Years Fixed, For Possession Of A Controlled Substance
“It is well-established that ‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory limits, an appellant has
the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of the court imposing the
sentence.’” State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010) (quoting State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294
(1997) (alteration in original)). Here, Ms. Rudolph’s sentence does not exceed the statutory
maximum. See I.C. § 37-2732(c) (seven-year maximum). Accordingly, to show that the sentence
imposed was unreasonable, Ms. Rudolph “must show that the sentence, in light of the governing
criteria, is excessive under any reasonable view of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460
(2002).
“‘Reasonableness’ of a sentence implies that a term of confinement should be tailored to
the purpose for which the sentence is imposed.” State v. Adamcik, 152 Idaho 445, 483 (2012)
(quoting State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 148 (2008)).
In examining the reasonableness of a sentence, the Court conducts an independent
review of the entire record available to the trial court at sentencing, focusing on
the objectives of criminal punishment: (1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of
the individual and the public; (3) possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment
or retribution for wrongdoing.
Stevens, 146 Idaho at 148. “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the
primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of
deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122, 132 (2011).
Here, Ms. Rudolph asserts the district court abused its discretion by imposing an
excessive sentence under any reasonable view of the facts. Specifically, she contends the district
court should have sentenced her to a lesser term of imprisonment or a rider in light of the
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mitigating factors, including her traumatic childhood, substance abuse issues, and mental health
condition.
Thirty-year-old Ms. Rudolph described her childhood as a “trainwreck.” (PSI, pp.2, 9.)
Her father was in and out of prison and a drug user. (PSI, p.108.) She rarely had any contact with
him. (PSI, p.108.) Her grandmother and mother were both alcoholics. (PSI, pp.9, 109.) Her
mother also abused methamphetamine. (PSI, pp.9, 108.) Ms. Rudolph explained her mother
“would wake me up all hours of the night asking me if I could see people on roofs and things[.]
[S]he never got involved in school.” (PSI, p.9.) Ms. Rudolph bounced between her mother’s
house, her grandmother’s house, and foster care. (PSI, pp.9, 108–09.) When Ms. Rudolph lived
with her mother, they lived in cars, tents, or houses that were falling apart. (PSI, p.109.)
Ms. Rudolph would sell candy door-to-door to help pay the bills. (PSI, p.109.) Her living
situation at her grandmother’s house was not any better. (PSI, p.109.) Her grandmother’s
roommate sexually abused her for one year when she was ten years old. (PSI, p.109.) Moreover,
her grandmother would threaten to send her away to foster care. (PSI, p.109.) Due to her family
situation, Ms. Rudolph had a difficult time growing up. Kids from school bullied her for being
poor, and she was too embarrassed to have friends over to her house. (PSI, pp.9, 108.) She “felt
very alone.” (PSI, p.9.) Between 2005 and 2007, Ms. Rudolph attempted suicide four times.
(PSI, p.114.) She explained “she no longer wanted to live due to her family situation, being
teased at school, and ‘just life in general.’” (PSI, p.114.)
Unsurprisingly, Ms. Rudolph stared acting out in school and “hung around rough
crowds.” (PSI, p.108.) She first drank alcohol at just five years old and smoked marijuana at nine
years old. (PSI, p.14.) At age fifteen, she started abusing cold medicine. (PSI, p.115.) She
stopped a couple of years later once she developed heart problems. (PSI, p.115.) At age
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seventeen, she started using

methamphetamine. (PSI, p.14.) She has been using

methamphetamine on an almost daily basis ever since. (PSI, pp.14, 115.) The GAIN Evaluation
diagnosed her with a severe substance abuse disorder. (PSI, p.20.) Her longest period of sobriety
was during her past incarceration. (PSI, p.14.)
Along with her substance abuse issues, Ms. Rudolph also has untreated mental health
issues. (PSI, p.13.) She described her mental health as an “[u]nstable rollercoaster.” (PSI, p.13.)
She has been diagnosed with bipolar disorder, depression, anxiety, obsessive-compulsive
disorder, and anger issues. (PSI, p.13.) She “hate[s]” herself and continues to have suicidal
thoughts. (PSI, pp.13, 31.) A mental health evaluator found Ms. Rudolph had mental health
needs and could benefit from a psychiatric evaluation. (PSI, p.29.)
Ms. Rudolph’s childhood, substance abuse, and mental health condition are proper
considerations in favor of mitigation. A sentencing court must give “proper consideration of the
defendant’s alcoholic problem, the part it played in causing defendant to commit the crime and
the suggested alternatives for treating the problem.” State v. Nice, 103 Idaho 89, 91 (1982). The
impact of substance abuse on the defendant’s criminal conduct is “a proper consideration in
mitigation of punishment upon sentencing.” State v. Osborn, 102 Idaho 405, 414 n.5 (1981).
Further, Idaho Code § 19-2523 requires the sentencing court to consider the defendant’s mental
health condition if it is a significant factor, and the record must show that the sentencing court
adequately considered this factor when imposing a sentence. I.C. § 19-2523; Delling, 152 Idaho
at 132–33. Finally, the Court of Appeals has recognized that a defendant’s “extremely troubled
childhood is a factor that bears consideration at sentencing.” State v. Williams, 135 Idaho 618,
620 (Ct. App. 2001). In light of this information of Ms. Rudolph’s traumatic childhood,
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substance abuse, and mental health issues, she submits the district court abused its discretion by
imposing an unreasonable sentence.
Despite these challenges discussed above, Ms. Rudolph was committed to changing her
life. She felt ashamed and disappointed by the instant offense. (PSI, p.4.) She recognized her
drug use caused problems in every aspect of her life, and she “[a]bsolutely” wanted to stop using
drugs. (PSI, p.14.) Her goal was to “get the help I need in order to be successful.” (PSI, p.15.)
She hoped to get sober and become a productive member of society. (PSI, p.15.) To this end, the
PSI recommended a rider, which “would provide her with a period of sobriety, combined with
intensive treatment and time to prepare a feasible plan.” (PSI, p.17.) Ms. Rudolph maintains the
district court abused its discretion by imposing a prison sentence and not retaining jurisdiction.
She contends the mitigating factors in her case warranted a more lenient sentence, including a
rider.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Rudolph respectfully requests this Court reduce her sentence as it deems appropriate.
Alternatively, she respectfully requests this Court vacate her judgment of conviction and remand
her case for a new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 7th day of February, 2019.

/s/ Jenny C. Swinford
JENNY C. SWINFORD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 7th day of February, 2019, I caused a true and correct
copy of the foregoing APPELLANT’S BRIEF, to be served as follows:
KENNETH K. JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
E-Service: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

/s/ Evan A. Smith
EVAN A. SMITH
Administrative Assistant
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